In preparation for a commentary on Saul
weig, the founder of common factors, is presented. This noted scholar and wise elder of psychology reflects on the evolution of his thinking from common factors to idiodynamics, and on topics ranging from his passion for literature to his 1965 Buick Skylark, from the history of psychotherapy to falling in love with ideas.
IN THE BEGINNING: THE BIRTH OF COMMON FACTORS
In 1936, writing in the American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, Rosenzweig observed that no form of psychotherapy or healing is without cures to its credit. Concluding that success is therefore not a reliable guide to the validity of a theory, he suggested that some potent implicit common factors, perhaps more important than the methods purposely used, explained the uniformity of success of seemingly diverse methods. Rosenzweig summarized these common factors:
(1) the operation of implicit, unverbalized factors, such as catharsis, and the as yet undefined effect of the personality of the good therapist; (2) the formal consistency of the therapeutic ideology as a basis for reintegration; (3) the alternative formulation of psychological events and the interdependence of personality organization. (p. 415) The following review traces these original ideas in arguably the most influential of the common factors theorists. Comments concerning whether Rosenzweig's 1936 proposal was referenced by different authors are offered only for reader reflection on the historical significance of that classic article. These comments are in no way meant as a criticism of scholarship nor intended to imply in any way whatsoever that Rosenzweig's ideas were used without proper credit.
COMMON FACTORS: A BRIEF REVIEW
An altogether forgotten panel (for notable exceptions, see Goldfried & Newman, 1992; Sollod, 1981; Weinberger, 1993) assembled several prominent theorists at the 1940 conference of the American Orthopsychiatric Society. This presentation, the "Areas of Agreement in Psychotherapy," was later published in the American Journal of Orthopsychiatry (Watson, 1940) . The panelists agreed that more similarities existed between approaches than differences and articulated four areas of agreement (objectives are similar, the relationship is central, keeping the responsibility for choice on the client, and enlarging the client's understanding of self). Watson (1940) , in his conclusion, also said:
if we were to apply to our colleagues the distinction, so important with patients, between what they tell us and what they do, we might find that agreement is greater in practice than in theory. . . . We have agreed further . . . that our techniques cannot be uniform and rigid, but vary with the age, problems and potentialities of the individual client and with the unique personality of the therapist. . . . A therapist has nothing to offer but himself. (p. 29) Although these points alone make the article well worth the read for integrationists, who participated in that presentation is even more compelling. Saul Rosenzweig outlined his implicit common factors with some further elaboration, and Carl Rogers, yes, Carl Rogers, presented about areas of agreement in working with children. Rogers (1942) highlights this panel as recommended reading in his first book, Counseling and Psychotherapy, and also references Rosenzweig's 1936 paper. It is difficult to say how much Rosenzweig's ideas regarding the qualities of a good therapist influenced Rogers, but Rogers did often cite Rosenzweig's work. Sollod (1981) noted that the 1940 panel significantly influenced Rogers, especially the ideas offered by Watson. Rosenzweig was later invited by Rogers to present to Rogers' colleagues in Chicago (see later).
Not much else was said about common factors until an interesting study by Heine (1953) foreshadowed later comparative investigations. Heine credited the questions raised by Rosenzweig as providing the impetus to conduct a study that compared several of the prevailing methods of the day. Given comparable results, Heine supported Rosenzweig's analysis by concluding that a common factor was operating in the different forms of psychotherapy investigated. Heine suggested that theory and technique are less important than the characteristics of the individual applying them-a conclusion that reiterates the 1940 panel's assertions and has since gained much empirical support. He recommended that the field devote itself to developing a psychotherapy rather than a variety of psychotherapies. Heine's influential study was often referenced by later scholars, as noted below. Heine was also acknowledged in Fiedler's (1950) classic investigation of the ideal therapeutic relationship.
Nineteen years after the original article, Paul Hoch echoed Rosenzweig's words, without reference, in a 1955 article:
if we have the opportunity to watch many patients treated by many different therapists using different techniques, we are struck by the divergencies in theory and in practical application and similarity in therapeutic results. . . . There are only two logical conclusions . . . first that the different methods regardless of their theoretical background are equally effective, and that theoretical formulations are not as important as some unclear common factors present in all such therapies. (p. 323) Rosenzweig (1936) Hoch (1955) posited two common factors: the establishment of rapport and trying to influence the patient. He articulated five methods of influence (reassurance, catharsis, interpretation, manipulating interpersonal relationships, and altering environmental forces).
In 1957, Sol Garfield, noted common factors theorist and significant contributor to the advancement of a common factors perspective, included a 10-page discussion of common factors in his book, Introductory Clinical Psychology. He identified a number of features common to psychotherapy, including a sympathetic nonmoralizing healer, the emotional and supporting relationship, catharsis, and the opportunity to gain some understanding of one's problems. Several of Rosenzweig's articles are referenced in this text, but his common factors article is not. Garfield (1992) referenced Rosenzweig's 1936 article in a discussion of his own evolution to a common factors perspective but credited Heine (1953) and Rogers (1942) for the inspiration of his ideas. Heine and Rogers, as noted, were significantly influenced by Rosenzweig.
The same year, 1957, Rogers published the profoundly influential paper, "The Necessary and Sufficient Conditions of Therapeutic Personality Change," in the Journal of Consulting Psychology. That article did not reference Rosenzweig. Given the impact of Rogers's 1957 article, his participation on the 1940 panel and association with Rosenzweig loom large as an unnoticed, but perhaps dramatic event in the development of psychotherapy. Speaking of the relationship, Rosenzweig makes an interesting comment in his 1936 paper regarding "the indefinable effect of the therapist's personality": observers seem intuitively to sense the characteristics of the good therapist time and again . . . sometimes being so impressed as almost to believe that the personality of the therapist could be sufficient [italics added] in itself, apart everything else, to account for the cure of many a patient by a sort of catalytic effect. (p. 413) Although the recognition of the importance of the therapeutic relationship was widespread as early as 1940 (see Watson, 1940) , this may be the first report of the "sufficient" nature of the therapist-provided variables as popularized by Rogers's groundbreaking 1957 article.
If Rosenzweig wrote the first notes of the call to the common factors, Johns Hopkins University's Jerome Frank composed an entire symphony. Frank's (1961) book, Persuasion and Healing, was the first entirely devoted to the commonalities cutting across approaches. He incorporated much of Rosenzweig's brief proposal but articulated a far more expanded theoret-ical and empirical context, especially regarding the profound effects of expectation and placebo in healing endeavors. In this and later editions (Frank, 1973; Frank & Frank, 1991) , Frank placed therapy within the larger family of projects designed to bring about healing. He (joined by his daughter, Julia, in the last edition) looked for the threads linking such different activities as traditional psychotherapy, group and family therapies, inpatient treatment, drug therapy, medicine, religiomagical healing in nonindustrialized societies, cults, and revivals. Interestingly, Rosenzweig noted (see below) that his historical research of healing in religious and supernatural contexts as a precursor to psychotherapy also fueled his ideas about common factors.
In his analysis, Frank (1973) concluded that therapy in its various forms should be thought of as "a single entity." He proposed:
two apparently very different psychotherapies, such as psychoanalysis and systematic desensitization, might be analogous to penicillin and digitalis-totally different pharmacological agents suitable for totally different conditions. On the other hand, the active ingredient of both may be the same, analogous to two compounds marketed under different names, both of which contain aspirin. I believe the second alternative is closer to the mark. (pp. 313-314) Frank also identified four features shared by all effective therapies: (a) an emotionally charged, confiding relationship with a helping person; (b) a healing setting; (c) a rationale, conceptual scheme, or myth that provides a plausible explanation for the patient's symptoms and prescribes a ritual or procedure for resolving them; and (d) a ritual or procedure that requires the active participation of both patient and therapist and that is believed by both to be the means of restoring the patient's health. Although Frank's common factors bear a resemblance to Rosenzweig's original formulations, especially the notions of a conceptual scheme and alternative explanation, and the therapeutic relationship, Rosenzweig was not referenced until the 1991 edition. Frank did reference both Rogers (1942) and Heine (1953) in the 1961 edition. Frank's "single entity" notion seems akin to Heine's idea of developing "a psychotherapy." Curiously, both Garfield (1982) and Frank (1982) contributed to Goldfried's (1982) excellent book on common factors, Converging Themes in Psychotherapy, which reprints Rosenzweig's 1936 paper, but neither referenced him in that volume.
Picking up on Frank's far-reaching discussion of placebo, the 1970s included related works from theorists who conceptualized the common factors in terms of placebo effects (e.g., Shapiro, 1971; Shapiro & Morris, 1978) . The 1970s also ushered a more refined definition of the basic ingredients of psychotherapy (e.g., Garfield, 1973; Strupp, 1973) , an increased empirical argument for the common factors (e.g., Strupp & Hadley, 1979) , and the empirical confirmation of yet another Rosenzweig brainchild, the dodo bird verdict (Luborsky, Singer, & Luborsky, 1975) .
A CONVERSATION WITH SAUL ROSENZWEIG
The following conversation occurred at Dr. Rosenzweig's office in St. Louis on October 12, 2000. Segments of some of his papers are intertwined in the conversation to provide the reader additional context to understand our discussion. Our conversation began in the living room of his office, migrated to the study, continued in a 1965 Buick Skylark, unfolded over lunch at the faculty restaurant at Washington University, and concluded back in his study over wine and nuts in the delightful company of his wife Louise and assistant Amy Hackney, a PhD candidate in social psychology at St. Louis University. It is my hope that this conversation will allow the reader to discover and appreciate, as I did, the many contributions of Saul Rosenzweig to modern psychotherapy and integration. of these at the library at Harvard, from the rare book room. Then I had the border, which is redwood, imported from California. The carvings were put on there by a wood-burning set by an art student whom I knew. At the clinic, there was a patient in occupational therapy. His name was John. He was the one who did the framing of those pictures in the glass. It was really a collaborative work. BD: Yes. SR: I was architect, the designer of it, John did the framing of the pictures and I did all the research of course, and Christiana Morgan did the vermilions, and this young man whose name I have forgotten did the carvings. So as they say, the whole story is here and it goes on from the Zodiac Man, which, of course, was used as a way of guiding medical people. They weren't really medicine doctors, they were astrologers, and so the Zodiac Man was important to them. The third one is the confessional, which is a form of therapy, but in the church. Next is the temple of Aesculapius and the scene in Epidaurus. Aesculapius was the god of health and medicine. People used to sleep in this temple in Greece and they had dreams. And the priests would stay in this temple while they would sleep and when they would wake, he would ask them about their dreams-a predecessor to Freud's interpretation of dreams. Then King Louis X, the fourth picture, of France, applying the royal touch for the cure of diseases. I don't know why they gave me such a special location. But the common factors came out of my awareness that there was such a variety of methods trying to reach the mind and doing mental tricks of various kinds-like the evil eye, the royal touch, the revolving chair, and so on and so forth. All seemed to have more in common, implicitly, than not. All those precursors to psychotherapy from the panorama bear a resemblance to each other and later forms of healing like psychotherapy. And I don't know of anyone who suggested that to me, maybe I'll remember later, I don't at this point. BD: But largely it arose from your interest in history. Through your historical analysis of psychotherapy, you realized the common elements of all forms of influence and healing. That's interesting because Frank used a similar cross-cultural perspective of healing in his discussion of common factors. SR: Yes, if I wasn't interested in history, I wouldn't have arrived at this.
That certainly had a lot to do with it. do at this point is start with the 1936 paper and follow the trail of your thinking from there. I thought at first that the common factors article just stood by itself, that you did nothing else with that paper. But the more I investigated, the more I saw that was a misconception I had formed from only seeing the 1936 article referenced in the common factors literature. That misconception is conveyed in our common factors book and I will be sure to correct it in the second edition. SR: Oh sure, that's natural, with a first edition. Happens all the time. You always find new things after you have gone to print. I want to emphasize that my thinking evolved from there-that 1936 article was a start of a process that never stopped for me, that took me to many different places. BD: I will do my best to do so and you can look at this and make sure I conveyed your process appropriately. So after the '36 paper, what was the reaction? SR: Well, I'll tell you a story that characterizes a lot of the reaction: There was a psychiatrist whom I worked with at Worcester Hospital, Jacob Kasanin, and he walked in my office holding the issue of the journal in his hand, and said only "Fools rush in where angels fear to tread." (Both laugh) I think he meant that it was controversial to challenge the special validity that each psychotherapy believed it held. BD: It still is, if you can believe that. SR: Not surprising, really. BD: Next came the 1937 paper "Schools of Psychology: A Complementary
Pattern." You seem to take a different angle but in the same direction. SR: That's right. "Implicit Common Factors" spoke to the commonalities that all approaches shared, and "Schools" spoke to the complementarities that existed among approaches. "Implicit Common Factors" also spoke to complementarities in some ways, especially in the discussion of the many different types of interpretations from differing orientations that can be "correct." BD: In the "Schools" paper, you make a strong case for a relatively simple underlying pattern of complementarity, based on each approach's specific representation of a problem, special methodology, and preferential alliance with other sciences. You argue to "unite the warring factions" of psychology through their complementarity and render the disagreements among them as "arbitrary and unnecessary." Not one to avoid controversy, you also said, "schools have been committing a 'fallacy of arrogation,' i.e., exploiting their concepts by unduly subordinating to them phenomena for which they were not originally intended and for which they are not really adequate." You sound like an integrationist! Those words could be in the mission statement of the journal that this interview will appear in. That article has great relevance to much of what is being said today. You picked up on some of those ideas in the 1940 presentation, which we will get to a minute. SR: Yes, exactly, all of my early articles stressed different types of complementarity. BD: Different types. Okay. SR: Can we stay on this line of thought for a while? BD: Sure. SR: Those early articles were important and lead me to idiodynamics, but I didn't use that term until '51. Actually the first form of complementarity that I discussed was between experimenter and experimentee (Rosenzweig, 1933) . The 1936 paper was the second type, and the "Schools" (Rosenzweig, 1937) paper was yet another. The "Schools" paper showed that the division of labor among the five then-current schools represented a complementary pattern in which a certain type of problem achieved acceptable resolution by methods and concepts appropriate to the problem emphasized. When I wrote that paper, Neals Bohr, the Scandinavian physicist, was an inspiration regarding complementarity. He introduced a similar way to solve seemingly irreconcilable theories in physics. In 1927, the principle of complementarity was formulated as an alternative to [Werner Karl] Heisenberg's "indeterminacy," and as a new way of reconciling the conflicting conceptions of light as consisting of waves, on one hand, or particles, on the other. To Bohr, both formulations were justified and were equally correct once it was recognized that each was served by a different observational approach. When my 1937 paper appeared, interestingly, Bohr was recommending that complementarity be extended beyond the physical to the natural sciences, including biology and psychology. So that notion of complementarity was at the heart of my own thinking. That paper of Bohr's appeared not only in the same year but also in the same journal as mine did (The Journal of Philosophy)! And probably for that reason, I got a letter from Tolman, not the famous psychologist Edward Tolman, but his brother, who was a physicist and dean of the California Institute of Technology. And out of the blue one day, while I was still at Worcester Hospital, I got a letter from him. In fact, I want to show you that letter. (Shows BD the letter.) He wrote that to me in '37. Richard was the brother of the famous Edward Tolman, and he makes that joke there in the very beginning, you see? I just prize this letter. . . . Okay, back to common factors. BD: Okay, how did the 1940 panel come together? SR: Goodwin Watson organized it. I didn't feel that it was a highly successful meeting. I don't know why I believe that, maybe because of how it was presented or how I presented, but it certainly was on the common factors topic. BD: Watson was the chairperson, he wrote the summary at the end. That panel is all but forgotten. You know that in two of the three references I found to it, Carl Rogers is not even mentioned, and in one of the references, you are not mentioned. So how could that get by? SR: Yes, yes. Things fall through the cracks often, only to resurface later. BD: So Alexandra Adler was one of the people. SR: Oh yes, I remember her. She was, I think, the wife of, or at least some relative, of Alfred Adler.
BD: Let's see who else was on this. Frederick Allen. SR: Frederick Allen was a Rankian.
[Otto] Rank was an important figure.
Allen was the director of the Philadelphia Child Guidance Clinic. BD: You elaborated on some things that I found very interesting: the importance of the faith of the client in the therapist and the method, and the notion of fitness. You actually said in that outline that the content of the interpretation or approach was secondary to the common factors and that it actually had more to do with the fitness for a specific patient. The idea of fitness is a very important idea in integration. SR: Yes, yes, and that actually was one of the conclusions of the panel, about the uniqueness of the individual. I am very interested in the uniqueness of the individual. Allport's idea of uniqueness referred mostly to traits. Idiodynamics stresses that it was not just a matter of traits but also of the unique history, and the dynamic development of the individual. So the fitness of the interpretation or method is obviously of great importance, more so than its correctness. BD: Do you recall your interactions with Carl Rogers? Rogers gives a fair amount of emphasis to the impact of that panel on his thinking. SR: Yes, I remember one time when I visited at his invitation, he was in Chicago at the time and I gave a talk. I think at that time I was at the Psychiatric Institute at the University of Pittsburgh. That must have been like 1945. And he had a seminar group and he invited me to talk on what I called "Understanding the Individual." BD: Rogers referenced you and the panel in his 1942 book, his first book, and then he referenced you in later works as well, so I think that your view of common factors was an influence on him, and perhaps your interest in the individual reinforced his ideas as well. SR: Oh yeah, he was interested in those ideas and really kept up with the literature. BD: I was wondering if there were any conversations that you remember having with him about common factors. SR: Well, I don't remember any specifically, but when I visited him in Chicago there must have been. I can't imagine that we didn't talk about that because of his interest in the '36 paper and our collaboration in the 1940 panel. (BD has since read that paper.) In that paper you say, "When one is thus prodded it requires but little reflection to realize that the effective factors in any form of psychotherapy are not necessarily those upon which its proponents insist. Unrecognized factors play a part and among these there may be more that is common than different" (Rosenzweig, 1938, p. 522) . You elaborate, like your 1940 panel presentation, more on the faith of the client in the therapist and emphasize the importance of not only recognizing common factors but also researching them. Prophetic words indeed. SR: The other one is a book I put together called Facets of Psychotherapy, which brought my collected papers about common factors together, as well as other ideas I had about psychotherapy (Rosenzweig, 1951) . And I actually have in my files, the manuscript that I submitted to Grune and Stratton, the publisher. They had published my book Psychodiagnosis in 1949, and that's why they were interested in another book. I sent it in and a few months later I decided that it wasn't good enough and I wanted to rewrite some portions. It went through various revisions and title changes, but it ultimately died in committee so to speak. BD: Well, you went on to the next thing and didn't want to go back. SR: That's it, that's exactly it. To me, by the time I got to the next thing, I saw the other as being over with. BD: That book, Facets of Psychotherapy (Rosenzweig, 1951) , would have predated all the famous books about common factors, like Jerome Frank's, which came out in '61. Your ideas got picked up a couple of decades later, and then people became very famous for picking up on them. SR: Yes, yes. Well, that is the way it works. And I became very interested in history and literature as a basis for idiodynamics. Let me tell you about that. In this approach, the individual is considered to be a universe of psychological events, what I call the idioverse. The basic notion is that these events when viewed in their entirety provide new insights at the phenomenological level that can later be subjected to verification as actual historical or biographical facts. I haven't finished my publications on that. I am currently working on the James family. I told you, upstairs, about the book I am working on about Henry James. In his story, "The Death of the Lion," he mentions the larger latitude of the lion, which he never defines. It's sort of a special phrase, but unquestionably he means bisexuality. And so, that is one way that I got out of the common factors, I became interested in the creativity of these people. I have made an in-depth study of Henry James in particular, but have also studied the whole family and have published a couple of papers on them. I have a special library on the James family, all the first editions of Henry James, as well as William James, the father, which are really pretty rare. Idiodynamics was developed largely in terms of these literary figures, as well as Freud himself. I reread all of Freud and studied his dreams. There were about 24 in The Interpretation of Dreams, and each of those dreams is analyzed on the basis of his own associations, but then carrying on from where he left off. Freud refers to the same dream in a number of places in the book. So I put together all of these in one section. Each of these dreams I studied as a project by itself, using idiodynamics. And so he was one of the figures. But I also did this with the Jameses, Henry James especially, a [Nathaniel] Hawthorne, and [Herman] Melville. I made a number of new, call them "discoveries" if you will, but a new understanding.
A relationship between Hawthorne and Melville grew out of their meeting in the Berkshires in 1850-51, where they were together for about a year. And at that time, each one wrote their masterpiece. MobyDick was written at that time by Melville, and Hawthorne was working on The House of Seven Gables, which was his favorite book. And both of those books grew out of the same sources which I have traced. So I am working on a book about their association, when they were at "the zenith," which I call it-the height of their creativity and when they produced their best work. Later Hawthorne got involved, because of a need to make a living, with Franklin Pierce, the president. He was a very unpopular president but he gave Hawthorne a well-paying job that Hawthorne needed badly. Melville died in obscurity, he was a customs officer in the port of New York, and he died there completely unknown and unrecognized. He is buried in the Bronx. In my studies, I visited that grave by the way, as well as Hawthorne's grave at Sleepy Hollow in Concord, and Freud's at Golders Green Crematorium in London. At any rate I have studied these authors, including Freud himself, from the point of view of idiodynamics . . . (Break for wine and nuts with Louise Rosenzweig and Amy Hackney) BD: So one thing that I am painting here, and I realize that it's me doing the painting, is that all the common factors roads lead back to you in some way or another. I don't know if you are familiar with the trivia game about Kevin Bacon, the actor. This is kind of silly, so bear with me. doesn't mean that they read everything that I published. BD: True. So the fact that there is a gap in referencing you is not really a problem for you. SR: No, because that is the way that it works. I don't think that the citation of my work is that important. A lot of the same influences that influenced me influenced them, except, perhaps, that they didn't have the same interest in history and literature, which brought me to many different places. That was different. But I don't like to stress that because I don't know that it's that important and these people wound up publishing a lot more on the common factors topic than me. And a lot of times, people read things and take things in and forget where ideas come from. That's okay, that's natural. BD: Okay, but historically it's important because it seems that after a lull in discussion about common factors, a whole new generation of common factors theorists started writing, and saying many things that you said. SR: I see. That was true even more so about my first paper, the 1933 paper.
That paper was published in The Psychological Review and delineated the influences between the experimenter and the experimentee. I pointed out the biases of the experimental relationship, which were later explored and developed by [Martin] Orne and [Robert] Rosenthal regarding demand characteristics and experimental bias. Yes, those were discovered separately by Rosenthal, Orne, and by other people, and they didn't cite my paper either. BD: Okay. SR: But Rosenthal was very aware of that and called me up about 2 years ago on the phone. He said that he was just going to give a speech to accept an award from the Society of Experimental Social Psychology. He said that he wanted me to know that at the beginning of the speech he was going to give me credit, that I should really be getting the award.
BD: Well, he could send you the award. (Both laugh) SR: Well, like I said, it has never really been that important to me, never has been. Because I had been interested in something else by that time. By the time someone was not referencing me, I was on to the next thing. This isn't about citations to me. BD: That's very interesting, you're interested in something else, so the fact that it's not cited is not a problem for you. Actually, the way it seemed to work out is that later theorists referenced those who had been impacted by your work, missing the connection with your ideas. It's fascinating that you wrote two papers in the '30s that were very influential, but initially unrecognized, and then people take the ball and run with it, get credit, and then the field finally starts recognizing you. SR: Well, often people read something that interests them and then they forget the source. But it goes through an evolution. And maybe, somewhere down the line, someone will pick up on it-if they reference me fine, if not, that is the way it goes. I doubt if I'll notice when it is all said and done. And so on.
A PERSONAL NOTE
It was a crisp, gorgeous autumn day in St. Louis. The leaves were just starting to turn. The city was all a flutter because the St. Louis Cardinals were hosting the New York Mets in the National League Championship Series. The beauty of day, the majesty of the mature trees just tinged with color, and the background of playoff excitement forecast an enjoyable adventure, perhaps even one that could approach my anticipations. It was not only a delightful experience that I will always cherish, but it also far exceeded all my expectations. I was impressed by Dr. Rosenzweig in so many ways and at so many levels that I am still sorting it all out. Roediger (2000) perhaps best summarized Rosenzweig's career:
He was friends with B. F. Skinner and he corresponded with Freud. He helped usher in experimental studies of psychoanalytic concepts, discussed implicit common factors in all therapies, and his influence still resonates in theoretical and applied areas, as well as in the careers of countless distinguished researchers. When you talk about Saul Rosenzweig, you're talking about the history of psychology. (p. 1) Indeed, talking to him was like reading a novel about the history of psychology; the textured and personal stories he told breathed life into longforgotten names in long-forgotten textbooks. Discussing his contributions, traveling to lunch in his beloved Buick Skylark, meeting his charming wife, Louise, and hearing about his current projects all weave together in a way that was both educational and inspirational. Dr. Rosenzweig not only taught me about the history of common factors but also taught me about scholarship, the ownership of ideas, and life.
His refreshing attitude toward his work and his lack of resentment toward others achieving far more credit for similar ideas were astounding. It stimulated a reevaluation of my own reactions to whether or not my colleagues and I are referenced, and an enhanced appreciation of the privileges inherent to the intellectual pursuit of ideas and their sharing with others. Saul Rosenzweig demonstrated the joy of that privilege in his descriptions of the Rosenzweig Jubilee held in his honor at Washington University. Many whose lives and work had been touched by him came together to chronicle his contributions and express their gratitude. I was taken by his pleasure of that event-not in the credit given for his significant contributions to the many different fields he has impacted, but rather in his pride in teaching and inspiring others with his ideas. His work, his life, and his amazing vitality and productivity offer not only hope of a positive aging process but also a glimpse of the rewards of the unselfish and humble pursuit of ideas.
Since 1949, Rosenzweig has been professor in the Departments of Psychology and Psychiatry at Washington University, St. Louis. In 1975 he was appointed Professor Emeritus. Significant events of this period include the following: appointment to the Study Panel of the History of the Life Sciences, National Institute of Health; establishment of the International Society for Research on Aggression, of which Rosenzweig was the founder and first president; the publication of the much-cited response to Hans Eysenck's controversial paper (Rosenzweig, 1954) ; and establishment of the Foundation for Idiodynamics and the Creative Process in 1972, of which he is the managing director.
In 1950 
